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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1. Applicant's arguments filed 8/28/02 have been fiilly considered but they are not 
persuasive. The explanation is given below. 

2. Examiner notes that amendment has substantially changed the scope of the claims. 

3. Examiner acknowledges that all claims rejected for statutory double patenting have been 
cancelled without predjudice. Therefore, said rejection has been withdrawn. 

4. Examiner maintains his rejection of nonstatutory double patenting for all uncancelled 
claims and for any added claims that are functionally equivalent. Rather than adding new 
limitations or aspects to the invention, apphcant has attempted to gain breadth of coverage on an 
issued parent, despite the fact that the special combination of limitations is what made said 
invention patentable. Such rejection will be withdrawn upon receipt of the terminal disclaimer, 
which will overcome the objection. 

5. In response to apphcant's argument that the references fail to show certain features of 
apphcant' s invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies (i.e., "the data 
structure or table") are not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the claims are interpreted in 
light of the specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See In 
re Van Gems, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). Apphcant argues against 
existence of table when traversing the independent claims such as claim 17. Claim 17, even 
amended, does not disclose the data structure or the control mechanism thereof Claims 24, 28 
and 37 do have this feature, as does dependent claim 22, 
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6. In response, examiner replies that the purpose of Bryant is to establish a border node that 
links two disparate networks, the purpose being to interconnect the two networks (col. 4, lines 
39-42). As a result, the unique ID of each node on a network is shared with other nodes for the 
purpose of communication (Fig. 2) by using the border nodes to route communications. The 
border node also maintains routing information between the two networks (col. 3, lines 39-41 
and Fig. 4, #108). And the routing information may be searched when necessary (Fig. 3). 

7. In other words, each network can be thought of as a virtual LAN, and the nodes within 
network 1 can talk to each other without the use of a border node, using unique IDs (L2). The 
border nodes allow routing between a node in network 1 and another node in network 2 - even 
two nodes with the same unique ID (col. 2, lines 47-48) - by acting as either a network node or 
an endpoint node as needed (col. 4, lines 62-66). A "bind" request can then make its way from 
one network to another (Fig. 4) using the border node as a router (L3). 

8. It has been shown that the L2 and L3 addresses are related, and that such information is 
stored. Therefore, the only remaining issue is whether such information is stored specifically in 
a data structure such as a table. Examiner replies that such information cannot be stored in any 
other form than a data structure without significant problems in storage or searching. In fact, the 
term data structure covers so many types of data storage that the examiner is hard pressed to 
think of a form that does not count as such. 

9. In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain features of 
applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which appUcant relies (i.e., "the switch- 
router separation") are not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the claims are interpreted in 
light of the specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See In 
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re Van Gems, 988 F.2d 1 181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). They have been added to 
dependent claims. Examiner points out that the claim 1 7 limitation of "without use of a routing 
function" is insufficient. 

10. Examiner further points out that such a limitation is untrue. Applicant claims a "switch" 
that receives a packet from a source port, reads its L3 address (IP address), and checks its 
internal data structure (lookup table) to see if it knows its L2 address (i.e. Ethernet or LAN ID). 
If the destination is local, it sends the packet out a destination port. If the destination is not local 
(that is, the L2 address isn't known), then the packet is sent to a separate router. The examiner, 
upon using the remarks and the claims to describe the invention, has just drawn a standard bridge 
router that acts as a border node. A bridge router simply routes packets from source ports to 
destination ports using a lookup table that tells it to send the packet to a local node or to another 
router. Such routers were well known in the art at the time the invention was made. 

1 1 . Bryant teaches mechanisms for connecting new border nodes together (Fig. 2) and that, if 
the network routing information is not available (Fig. 4, #122), then the "bind request" is 
transmitted to a different network node (Fig. 4, #128 and #126). As such, the border node acts 
exactly like the switch drawn in the present invention, including the limitation of sending to a 
separate "router" if the destination location is not available. Applicant is invited to explain how 
his invention sends information "without a routing protocol." Examiner contends that applicant 
does use routing protocol, and - more importantly - that applicant uses the same function as 
Bryant. 

12. Examiner also notes that Yu teaches many of the same limitations above, including a data 
structure called the client table (Fig. 7d, #766) and that the router uses a lookup table, as does all 
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routers known in the art. The same arguments regarding "without a routing function" still 
applies. 

Double Patenting 

13. The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created doctrine 
grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the unjustified or 
improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent and to prevent possible 
harassment by muhiple assignees. See In re Goodman, 1 1 F.3d 1046, 29 USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. 
Cir. 1993); In re Longi, 759 F.2d 887, 225 USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985); In re Van Omum, 686 
F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 1982); In re Vogel, 422 F.2d438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 
1970);and, In re Thorington, 418 F.2d 528, 163 USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1.321(c) may be used to 
overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory double patenting ground 
provided the conflicting application or patent is shown to be commonly owned with this 
application. See 37 CFR 1. 130(b). 

Effective January 1, 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a terminal 
disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 37 
CFR 3.73(b). 

14. Claims 17-26, 28, 29, 37, 38, and 44-74 are rejected under the judicially created doctrine 
of obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-16 of U.S. Patent No. 
6,058,429. Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct 
from each other because they are a significant part of each claim. 

15. For claim 17, Ames teaches a switch (col. 12, line 40) comprising: 

a. A plurality of ports (col. 12, lines 44 and 50); and 

b. A mechanism to determine, using layer three (L3) information contained in a 
packet received by a source port of the plurality of ports (Fig. 3a, #304 and #306), which 
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one of the plurality of ports is coupled to a destination device and to transfer information 
contained in the packet to the destination device without use of a routing function (col. 
12, lines 56-61). 

16. As to claim 18, the plurality of ports includes: 

a. A first plurality of ports coupled to a plurality of devices, including the destination 
device, associated with at least two networks (col 12, lines 44-49); and 

b. A second plurality of ports coupled to a router (col. 12, hnes 50-55). 

17. As to claim 19, the networks are virtual local area networks (col. 12, line 41). 

18. As to claim 20, the mechanism analyzes data transmitted between the router and the 
destination device (col. 12, lines 56 and 57). 

19. As to claim 21 , the data is packetized in accordance with an Address Resolution Protocol 
(col 13, lines 28-33). 

20. As to claim 22, the mechanism generates a data structure including layer two (L2) 
addresses and corresponding layer three (L3) addresses associated with the destination device 
prior to transferring information to the destination device (col 13, lines 40-45). 

21 . As to claim 23, the destination device includes a server associated with one of the at least 
two networks (col. 14, hnes 7-9). 

22. As to claim 24, a switch comprising: 

a. A plurality of ports adapted for coupling together a plurality of networks and a router 
(col 12, lines 44-54); and 

b. A mechanism to 
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i. Analyze information transferred from a source device of a first network to 
a destination device of a second network (col 13, lines 55-56), 

ii. Store information identifying a port coupled to the second network, a layer 
two (L2) address of the destination device and a layer three (L3) address of the 
destination device corresponding to the L2 address (col. 13, lines 60-65), and 

iii. Using the information to forward data between the plurality of networks 
(col. 13, line 66). 

23. As to claim 25, the information is obtained from packets configured in accordance with 
an Address Resolution Protocol (col 13, lines 59-60). 

24. As to claim 26, the mechanism uses the information by: 

a. Determining both the L2 address of the destination device and the port coupled to the 
second network based on the L3 address of the destination device supplied by the source 
device (col. 13, lines 60-65), and 

b. Setting a destination of packets of the data to the L2 address of the destination device 
(col. 14, lines 23-26). 

25. As to claim 28, a network comprising: 

a. A destination device of a first network (col. 12, lines 44 and 50); 

b. A source device of a second network (col. 12, lines 44 and 50); 

c. A router (col 12, lines 50-55); and 

d. A switch having a plurality of ports supporting communication to the destination 
device, the source device and the router, the switch including software to determine 
which one of the plurality of ports is coupled to the destination device and to transfer 
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information from the source device to the destination device without use of a routing 
protocol (col. 12, lines 56-61). 

26. As to claim 29, the first network is separate and distinct from the second network (col. 
12, line 41) and the switch is remotely located from the router (Fig. 2, #200 and #126). 

27. Claim 37 is drawn to a switch implementation of claims 24-26. The prior art teaches that 
two embodiments of an invention are functionally equivalent. Therefore, if claims 24-26 are 
rejected, then claim 37 is also rejected for the reasons above. 

28. As to claim 38, the first and second remarks are virtual local area networks (col. 12, line 
41). 

29. As for claim 44, Ames teaches that the source port is coupled to a first network (Fig. 2, 
#202). 

30. As for claim 45, Ames teaches that the destination port is coupled to a second network 
(Fig. 2, #206). 

3 1 . Claims 46 and 47 are drawn to the same limitations as claims 19 and 29. Therefore, if 
claims 19 and 29 are rejected, then claims 46 and 47 are also rejected for the reasons above. 

32. For claim 48, Ames teaches that the usage of a routing function is use of a rating protocol 
(Fig. 2, #126). 

33. Claim 49 teaches limitations similar to those drawn in claim 48. If claim 48 is rejected, 
then claim 49 is also rejected for the reasons above. 

34. As for claim 50, Ames teaches that the data structure(s) are table(s) (col. 4, lines 58-62). 

35. As for claim 51, Ames teaches sending the data packet to the destination device (Fig. 4c, 
#426). 
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36. Claim 52 is a switch embodiment that draws Umitations similar to those in claims 17 and 
22. If claims 17 and 22 are rejected, then claim 52 is also rejected for the reasons above. 

37. Claim 53 is a switch embodiment that draws limitations similar to those in claims 18, 19 
and 29. If claims 18, 19 and 29 are rejected, then claim 53 is also rejected for the reasons above. 

38. Claim 54 is a switch embodiment that draws limitations similar to those in claim 18. If 
claim 18 is rejected, then claim 54 is also rejected for the reasons above. 

39. Claim 55 is a switch embodiment that draws Hmitations similar to those in claim 20. If 
claim 20 is rejected, then claim 55 is also rejected for the reasons above. 

40. Claim 56 is a switch embodiment that draws Hmitations similar to those in claim 21 . If 
claim 21 is rejected, then claim 56 is also rejected for the reasons above. 

41 . Claim 57 is a switch embodiment that draws limitations similar to those in claim 29, If 
claim 29 is rejected, then claim 57 is also rejected for the reasons above. 

42. Claim 58 is a switch embodiment that draws limitations similar to those in claim 50. If 
claim 50 is rejected, then claim 58 is also rejected for the reasons above. 

43. Claim 59 is drawn to a switch comprising many of the limitations in claims 17 and 20, 
but also comprising a mechanism that determines, using the L3 information in an input packet, 
how a destination device is coupled to the input (Fig. 3). 

44. Claim 60 is a switch embodiment that draws limitations similar to those in claims 18 and 
19. If claims 18 and 19 are rejected, then claim 60 is also rejected for the reasons above. 

45. Claim 61 is a switch embodiment that draws limitations similar to those in claim 20. If 
claim 20 is rejected, then claim 61 is also rejected for the reasons above. 
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46. Claim 62 is a switch embodiment that draws hmitations similar to those in claim 21, If 
claim 21 is rejected, then claim 62 is also rejected for the reasons above. 

47. Claim 63 is a switch embodiment that draws limitations similar to those in claim 29. If 
claim 29 is rejected, then claim 63 is also rejected for the reasons above. 

48. Claim 64 is a switch embodiment with similar limitations to those drawn in claim 59. If 
claim 59 is rejected, then claim 64 is also rejected for the reasons above. 

49. Claim 65 is a switch embodiment that draws limitations similar to those in claim 21 . If 
claim 21 is rejected, then claim 65 is also rejected for the reasons above. 

50. Claim 66 is a switch embodiment that draws limitations similar to those in claim 50. If 
claim 50 is rejected, then claim 66 is also rejected for the reasons above. 

51. Claim 67 is drawn to a switch comprising many of the limitations in claim 17, with the 
added limitation that the switch sends the packet to a router if the L3 address is not in the data 
structure (Fig. 5, #506). 

52. Claim 68 is a switch embodiment that draws limitations similar to those in claims 22 and 
50. If claims 22 and 50 are rejected, then claim 68 is also rejected for the reasons above. 

53. Claim 69 is a switch embodiment that draws limitations similar to those in claim 29. If 
claim 29 is rejected, then claim 69 is also rejected for the reasons above. 

54. Claim 70 is a switch embodiment that draws limitations similar to those in claim 19. If 
claim 19 is rejected, then claim 70 is also rejected for the reasons above. 

55. Claims 71-74 are method embodiments that draw limitations similar to those in claims 
67-70. The prior art teaches that a system implementation is functionally equivalent to the 
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underlying method. If claims 67-70 are rejected, then claims 71 - 74 are also rejected for the 
reasons above. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

56. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

57. Claims 48, 49 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as containing subject 
matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the 
invention. Claim 48 is drawn to the fact that the usage of a routing function is a rating function. 
But claim 48 is dependent on claim 17, which states "without use of a routing function." Indeed, 
one of the applicant's major points in the remarks is that the invention does not use routing 
functions. This contradiction must be fixed to explain how to use a routing function in an 
invention that does not use routing functions. Claim 49 has a similar problem. 

58. Claims 48, 49 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as based on a disclosure 
which is not enabling. The term "rating function" critical or essential to the practice of the 
invention, but not included in the claim(s) is not enabled by the disclosure. See In re Mayhew, 
527 F.2d 1229, 188 USPQ 356 (CCPA 1976). Applicant needs to define rating function and 
explain how it is used during the routing function of the invention, as the term can be found 
nowhere in the specification. Claim 49 suffers from a similar deficiency. 

59. Claims 17, 24, 28, and all functionally equivalent claims are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as based on a disclosure which is not enabling. The procedure of 
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"routing without a routing function" is critical or essential to the practice of the invention, but 
not included in the claim(s) is not enabled by the disclosure. See In re Mayhew, 527 F.2d 1229, 
188 USPQ 356 (CCPA 1976). Examiner has studied the specification and sees no indication of 
how invention routes without the routing function, or how the method of the invention differs 
from a routing method. Further explanation is requested. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

60. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in pubhc use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

61. Claims 17, 18, 20-26, 28, 29 37, 44, 45, 48, 49, 51, 52, 55-57, 59, 61-65, 67 are rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Bryant et al. (5,241,682). 

62. For claim 17, Bryant teaches a switch (see abstract) comprising: 

a. A plurality of ports (see col 3, lines 20-25); and 

b. A mechanism to determine, using layer three (L3) information contained in a 
packet received by a source port of the plurality of ports (Fig. 4), which one of the 
plurality of ports is coupled to a destination device (see col 3, lines 31-32) and to transfer 
information contained in the packet to the destination device (see col. 3, lines 36-39) 
without use of a routing function (see col 3, lines 10-15). 

63. More information regarding this proof is drawn in the response to arguments above. 
Multiple other pieces of prior art also anticipate this broad claim, which was common at the time 
the invention was made. 
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64. As to claim 18, Bryant teaches that the plurality of ports includes: 

a. A first plurality of ports coupled to a plurality of devices, including the destination 
device, associated with at least two networks (col. 3, line 21); and 

b. A second plurality of ports coupled to a router (col. 3, line 20). 

65. As to claim 20, Bryant teaches that the mechanism analyzes data transmitted between the 
router and the destination device (col. 3, lines 39-41). It is anticipated that a data analysis would 
be required to complete the routing function and to maintain the routing information. 

66. As to claim 2 1 , Bryant teaches that the data is packetized in accordance with an Address 
Resolution Protocol (col. 3, line 33). The method of breaking up data into pieces and to giving 
them destination locations that represent physical hardware locations is anticipated by the 
invention. 

67. As to claim 22, Bryant teaches that the mechanism generates a data structure, including 
layer two (L2) addresses and corresponding layer three (L3) addresses associated with the 
destination device prior to transferring information to the destination device (col. 3, lines 60-66). 
Because Bryant's table stores the identifier and the corresponding hardware location, the 
corresponding layer standards are anticipated. 

68. As to claim 23, the destination device includes a server associated with one of the at least 
two networks (col. 1, Hues 55-57). 

69. As to claim 24, Bryant teaches a switch comprising: 

a. A plurality of ports adapted for coupling together a plurality of networks and a router 
(see rejections to claims 17 and 18 above); and 

b. A mechanism to 
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i. Analyze information transferred from a source device of a first network to 
a destination device of a second network (see rejection to claim 20 above), 

ii. Store information identifying a port coupled to the second network, a layer 
two (L2) address of the destination device and a layer three (L3) address of the 
destination device corresponding to the L2 address (see col. 6, line 65), and 

iii. Using the information to forward data between the plurality of networks 
(col. 3, lines 26-41). 

70. As to claim 25, Bryant teaches that the information is obtained from packets configured 
in accordance with an Address Resolution Protocol (col 5, lines 13-19). 

71 . As to claim 26, the switch of claim 24, wherein the mechanism uses the information by: 

a. Determining both the L2 address of the destination device and the port coupled to the 
second network based on the L3 address of the destination device suppHed by the source 
device (col. 5, lines 13-19), and 

b. Setting a destination of packets of the data to the L2 address of the destination device 
(col. 5, lines 10-60). 

72. Claim 28 is a network interpretation of claims 17 and 18. Because the method and the 
system are logically equivalent, the claim is rejected for the reasons above. 

73. As to claim 29, Bryant teaches that the first network is separate and distinct from the 
second network (col. 2, lines 66-67). 

74. As to claim 37, Bryant discloses the method (see Abstract) for the operation of the switch 
defined by claims 24-26. Because the method and the system are logically equivalent, the claim 
is rejected for the reasons above. 



Application/Control Number: 09/488,945 Page 1 5 

Art Unit: 2142 

75. As for claim 44, Bryant teaches that the source port (Fig, 1 , #28) is coupled to a first 
network (Fig. 1, #10). 

76. As for claim 45, Bryant teaches that one of the plurahty of ports (Fig. 1 , #24) is coupled 
to a second network (Fig. 1 , #12). 

77. For claim 48, Bryant teaches that the usage of a routing function is use of a rating 
protocol (Fig. 4, #124). 

78. Claim 49 teaches limitations similar to those drawn in claim 48. If claim 48 is rejected, 
then claim 49 is also rejected for the reasons above. 

79. As for claim 51, Bryant teaches sending the data packet to the destination device (col. 3, 
lines 15-25). 

80. Claim 52 is a switch embodiment that draws limitations similar to those in claims 17 and 
22. If claims 17 and 22 are rejected, then claim 52 is also rejected for the reasons above. 

81 . Claim 55 is a switch embodiment that draws limitations similar to those in claim 20. If 
claim 20 is rejected, then claim 55 is also rejected for the reasons above. 

82. Claim 56 is a switch embodiment that draws hmitations similar to those in claim 21 . If 
claim 21 is rejected, then claim 56 is also rejected for the reasons above. 

83. Claim 57 is a switch embodiment that draws limitations similar to those in claim 29. If 
claim 29 is rejected, then claim 57 is also rejected for the reasons above. 

84. Claim 59 is drawn to a switch comprising many of the limitations in claims 17 and 20, 
but also comprising a mechanism that determines, using the L3 information in an input packet, 
how a destination device is coupled to the input. Bryant teaches this limitation as well (Fig. 2). 
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85. Claim 61 is a switch embodiment that draws limitations similar to those in claim 20. If 
claim 20 is rejected, then claim 61 is also rejected for the reasons above. 

86. Claim 62 is a switch embodiment that draws limitations similar to those in claim 21. If 
claim 21 is rejected, then claim 62 is also rejected for the reasons above. 

87. Claim 63 is a switch embodiment that draws limitations similar to those in claim 29. If 
claim 29 is rejected, then claim 63 is also rejected for the reasons above. 

88. Claim 64 is a switch embodiment with similar limitations to those drawn in claim 59. If 
claim 59 is rejected, then claim 64 is also rejected for the reasons above. 

89. Claim 65 is a switch embodiment that draws limitations similar to those in claim 21 . If 
claim 21 is rejected, then claim 65 is also rejected for the reasons above. 

90. Claim 67 is drawn to a switch comprising many of the limitations in claim 17, with the 
added limitation that the switch sends the packet to a router if the L3 address is not in the data 
structure. Bryant also teaches this limitation as well (Fig. 4, #122, 128, 126). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

91. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

92. Claims 17-26, 28, 29, 37, 38, 44-74 are rejected under 35 US.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Bryant as applied to claims 17, 18, 20-26, 28, 29, 37, 44, 45, 48, 49, 51, 52, 
55-57, 59, 61-65, 67 above, and further in view of Yu (5,636,371). 
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93. For claims 17, 18, 20-26, 28, 29, 37, 44, 45, 48, 49, 51, 52, 55-57, 59, 61-65, 67, that 
which is anticipated is obvious. 

94. For claim 19, Bryant does not fully disclose that the networks are virtual local area 
networks. However, Bryant does disclose that his invention is developed for the purpose of 
combining a series of networks (Bryant, Col. 2, lines 65-67). Yu discloses a set of virtual local 
area networks (Yu, col. 3, Hnes 39-55) that can easily be connected by Bryant's invention. At 
the time the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would have used virtual LANs in 
the Bryant invention to improve system resource allocation. 

95. As to claim 38, Yu teaches that the first and second remarks are virtual local area 
networks, as disclosed above. Claim 38 is rejected for the reasons listed above. At the time that 
the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would have combined the two inventions 
for the reasons Usted above. 

96. Claims 46 and 47 are drawn to the same limitations as claims 19 and 29. Therefore, if 
claims 19 and 29 are rejected, then claims 46 and 47 are also rejected for the reasons above. 

97. As for claim 50, Yu teaches that the data structure(s) are table(s) (Fig. 5). Bryant teaches 
the use of data structures, as shown above, but does not expressly disclose the use of a table. 
However, a table is a well-known data structure, and a look-up table would be the easiest way to 
connect L3 addresses to L2 addresses. At the time the invention was made, one of ordinary skill 
in the art would have used a table in Bryant's data structure because it is a cheap and fast 
implementation. 

98. Claim 53 is a switch embodiment that draws limitations similar to those in claims 18, 19 
and 29. If claims 18, 19 and 29 are rejected, then claim 53 is also rejected for the reasons above. 
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99. Claim 54 is a switch embodiment that draws limitations similar to those in claim 18. If 
claim 18 is rejected, then claim 54 is also rejected for the reasons above. 

100. Claim 58 is a switch embodiment that draws limitations similar to those in claim 50. If 
claim 50 is rejected, then claim 58 is also rejected for the reasons above, 

101. Claim 60 is a switch embodiment that draws limitations similar to those in claims 18 and 
19. If claims 18 and 19 are rejected, then claim 60 is also rejected for the reasons above. 

102. Claim 66 is a switch embodiment that draws limitations similar to those in claim 50. If 
claim 50 is rejected, then claim 66 is also rejected for the reasons above. 

103. Claim 68 is a switch embodiment that draws limitations similar to those in claims 22 and 
50, If claims 22 and 50 are rejected, then claim 68 is also rejected for the reasons above. 

104. Claim 69 is a switch embodiment that draws limitations similar to those in claim 29. If 
claim 29 is rejected, then claim 69 is also rejected for the reasons above, 

105. Claim 70 is a switch embodiment that draws hmitations similar to those in claim 19. If 
claim 19 is rejected, then claim 70 is also rejected for the reasons above. 

106. Claims 71-74 are method embodiments that draw limitations similar to those in claims 
67-70. The prior art teaches that a system implementation is functionally equivalent to the 
underlying method. If claims 67-70 are rejected, then claims 71 - 74 are also rejected for the 
reasons above. 

Conclusion 

107. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. All are potential 102 and/or 103 artwork. 
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26. TfflS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Melvin H Pollack whose telephone number is (703) 305-4641. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 8-4:30 M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Mark H Rinehart can be reached on (703) 308-4815. The fax phone numbers for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are (703) 746-7239 for regular 
communications and (703) 746-7238 for After Final communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 305-3800. 



MHP 

November 19, 2002 




ROBERT B.ipiim 




